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REMARKS IN SUPPORT OF 
PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Final Office Action mailed on October 10, 2006 (hereinafter, "Final 
Office Action"), Appellant files herewith a Notice of Appeal and a Pre- Appeal Brief Request for 
Review. Appellant requests review of the following issues. 

Claims 1-20 Are Allowable 

Appellant traverses the rejection of claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pub. App. 2004/0014423 ("Croome") at page 2, paragraph 2 of the Final 
Office Action. 

The Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect 
to claim 1 . A prima facie case of obviousness requires that the reference must teach or suggest 
all of the claim elements, and also requires that the Examiner must provide a suggestion or 
motivation to make the asserted modification (MPEP § 706.020), citin g In re Vaeck, 947 F. 2d 
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488 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). The initial burden is on the Examiner to provide some suggestion of the 
desirability of what the inventor has done (MPEP § 706.02(j)). The Final Office Action fails to 
meet either of these requirements. 

Croome teaches collaborative collections of multiple wireless devices that enable 
improved functionality, security, and authentication (Croome, paragraph 0016). However, the 
Final Office Action rejects claims 1-20 solely based on the Background section of Croome (Final 
Office Action, paragraph 2). In the Background, Croome discloses a GSM mobile phone that 
has a Subscriber Identity Module (SIM) that holds information including an International Mobile 
Subscriber Identity (IMSI) and a user Personal Information Number (PIN) (Croome, paragraph 

0005) . Access to a GSM network is not granted unless the phone is authenticated in a process 
that includes comparing a user-entered PIN to the PIN stored in the SIM (Croome, paragraph 

0006) . 

Thus, in pertinent part, Croome is directed to a system that requires a user to insert a SIM 
into a phone and to enter a correct PIN to gain access to a GSM network. Croome does not teach 
or suggest protecting private content in the phone's memory by granting or denying access to the 
private content based on an IMSI. Thus, Croome does not disclose or suggest a security function 
that associates private content stored in a terminal's memory with an IMSI or MSISDN/IMSI 
combination of at least one authorized smart card, as recited in claim 1 . Croome also does not 
disclose or suggest a security function to grant access to the private content only to the at least 
one authorized smart card, as recited in claim 1 . Croome therefore fails to teach or suggest at 
least one element of claim 1 . 

The Final Office Action also fails to overcome the initial burden to provide some 
suggestion or motivation to make the asserted modification to the teachings of Croome. The 
Final Office Action asserts only that Croome's invention is applicable to the protection of 
devices or device contents that can be readily adapted to electronic locking or disabling (Final 
Office Action, p. 3, citing Croome, paragraph 0020). The Final Office Action does not provide 
any suggestion to modify Croome to include a security function that associates private content 
stored in a terminal's memory with an IMSI or MSISDN/IMSI combination of at least one 
authorized smart card to grant access to the private content only to the authorized smart card, as 
recited in claim 1 . 
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Because Croome does not teach or suggest at least one element of claim 1 5 and further 
because the Final Office Action fails provide a suggestion or motivation to make the asserted 
modification, the Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claim 1. Thus, claim 1 is allowable. In addition, claims 2-8 are also allowable, at least 
by virtue of their dependency from claim 1 . 

Similarly, the Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
with respect to claim 9. Croome does not disclose or suggest a method that includes comparing 
private content IMSI/MSISDN information with IMSI/MSISDN information of a SIM, and 
granting or denying access to the private content based on the comparison result, as recited in 
claim 9. Instead, as explained previously, Croome teaches comparing a user-entered PIN to a 
PIN stored in a SIM for authentication to access a GSM network. Furthermore, the Final Office 
Action fails to overcome the initial burden to provide suggestion or motivation to modify the 
teachings of Croome to compare private content IMSI/MSISDN information with 
IMSI/MSISDN information of a SIM, and to grant or deny access to the private content based on 
the comparison result, as recited in claim 9. 

Because Croome does not teach or suggest at least one element of claim 9, and further 
because the Final Office Action fails provide a suggestion or motivation to make the asserted 
modification, the Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claim 9. Thus, claim 9 is allowable. In addition, claims 10-14 are also allowable, at 
least by virtue of their dependency from claim 9. 

Additionally, the Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
with respect to claim 15. Croome does not disclose or suggest a system where access to private 
content stored in the internal memory of a mobile terminal occurs only when the IMSI/MSISDN 
information of a SIM correlates to the IMSI/MSISDN information of the private content, as 
recited in claim 15. Furthermore, the Final Office Action fails to overcome the initial burden to 
provide some suggestion or motivation to modify the teachings of Croome so that access to 
private content stored in the internal memory of a mobile terminal occurs only when the 
IMSI/MSISDN information of a SIM correlates to the IMSI/MSISDN information of the private 
content, as recited in claim 15. 
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Because Croome does not teach or suggest at least one element of claim 1 5, and further 
because the Final Office Action fails provide a suggestion or motivation to make the asserted 
modification, the Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claim 15. Thus, claim 15 is allowable. In addition, claims 16-20 are also allowable, at 
least by virtue of their dependency from claim 15. 



In light of the arguments presented above, the rejections of claims 1-20 are improper, and 
Appellant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections. The Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit 
Account Number 50-2469. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 



h f- loo? 




Attorney for Applicant 
TOLER SCHAFFER, L.L.P. 
5000 Plaza On The Lake, Suite 265 
Austin, Texas 78746 
(512) 327-55 15 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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